
-
====- ATlaT-~

--- _._---- --_..

RObert W. QUinn, Jr.
Director .. Federal Government Affairs

p_..... C\Lt:Q.. ,..., \ '\';-' r, ..-f "\ \-;' _ '. t,,~

, .f ~ " ','"

April 1, 1998

Suite 1000
1120 20th St. NW

Washington. DC 20036
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FAX 202 457254~)

RECEIVED
Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

APR - 1 1998

!fDERAl. COMMUtlICATIONS COMMISSI*
QfRCE Of THE SECRETNlV

RE: Ex Parte Meeting
CC Dkt. No. 97-208 Applications by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. for Provisioning of In-Region, interLATA
Service in South Carolina.

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

On Tuesday March 31, 1998, Jim Grudus, Joan Marsh, Susan Faccenda, and I
of AT&T met with Michael Pryor, Jake Jennings, Jason Oxman and Andrea Kearney
of the Common Carrier Bureau's Policy and Program Planning Division to discuss
information regarding Ameritech's Operational Support Systems as well as the
communications that AT&T has had to date with Ameritech with respect to
obtaining combinations of network elements. Attached are several documents
distributed during the presentation.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted on the following business day
to the Secretary of the FCC in accordance with Section 1. 1206(a)(1) ofthe
Commission's rules.

cc: J. Jennings
1. Oxman
M. Pryor
A. Kearney
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30 50um Wacltlr OriVe
Floor 39
Chi~go. Il 60606
O1llce 3121750-5367
Fax 3'~09·6307

J.....T.~tl
Assislant General Counsel

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

October 17, 1997

William A. Davis II
AT&T
Chief Regulatory Counsel
13V1 Floor
227 West Monroe Street
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Dear Bill:

This responds to your letter to me dated October 8, 1997, which I received on
October 14, 1997. You asked for Ameritech's written position regarding the so­
called UNE Platform.

Bill, AT&T has been fully aware of Ameritech's legal position regarding the UNE
Platform: the UNE Platform, as defined by AT&T, is inconsistent with the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and not required by the interconnection
agreements between our companies.

As I represented to you and to Len Cali, Ameritech agreed to work to implement
the UNE Platform during the time this issue remained unresolved on appeal.
Our agreement to work with AT&T, however, was with the express and mutual
understanding that neither party was waiving its legal rights. As such, your
apparent surprise at Ameritech's decision to "litigate" this issue is puzzling. The
fact of the matter is that the legality of your vision of the UNE Platform has been
the subject of litigation since at least the August 8. 1996 release of the FCC's
First Report and Order in Docket 96-98.

The Order on Petitions for Rehearing of the United States Court of Appeals for
the Eighth Circuit, filed on October 14, 1997, now resolves the platform issue.

\
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As the Court held in granting certain petitions for rehearing. including
Ameritech's:

Section 251 (c)(3) requires an incumbent LEe to provide access to
the elements of its network only on an unbundled (as opposed to a
combined) basis. Stated another way, § 251 (c)(3) does not permit
a new entrant to purchase the incumbent LEC's assembled
platform(s) of combined network elements (or any lesser existing
combination of two or more elements) in order to offer competitive
telecommunications services.

As I understand it, AT&T's wassume-as-isft UNE Platform involves access to
existing assembled network elements on a combined - as opposed to an
unbundled - basis. As such, AT&T's version of the UNE Platform is inconsistent
with Section 251 (c)(3), and clearly outside the scope of our interconnection
agreement.

Therefore, continued implementation discussions regarding AT&Ts UNE
Platform do not seem productive. Ameritech recommends, however, that we
begin discussions regarding AT&T's access to unbundled network elements
under our interconnection agreement in a manner consistent with the Act and the
Eight Circuit's Opinion. Such discussion should be coordinated with AT&T's
account management team, which I assume will occur in the normal course of
business.

Bill, if you would like to discuss our legal position in further detail, feel free to give
me or Mike Karson (3121867-5568) a call.

Sincerely.

;tL~
JTL:plj

c: Neil Cox
Mike Karson
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Wlllilm A. Olvll II
Chlel Regulatory Counsel
Central Region

John T. Lenahan. Esq.
Assistant General Counsel
Ameritech
30 South Wacker Drive. Floor 39
Chicago, ~L 60606

Dear John:

October 23, 1997

13th Floor
227 West Monroe Street
Ch,caljlo. Il 60606
J 12 230·2636

I have your respon5C of October 17, 1997 to my IcttcT of October 8, 1997
concerning the UNE Platform. Obviously our companies have on-going differences
that 81e incapable of being resolved in com:spondencc between the two of us, but I will
respond briefly to your letter and address the question of how we may best pursue
platform issues going forward.

I am puzzled by your !tatement that AT&T3 vcnion ofme ONE Platform is
both inconsistent with Section 2S 1(e} ofthc Act and "clearly outside the scope of our
interconnection agreement. II I understand your citation to the 8- Circuit Court of
Appeals' decision of October 14, 1997 in connection with the first point (and as noted.
we will continue to differ on the merits oftha,t reading of the Act); at the: same time,
however. there exists clear Slate law basis for the platform in a number of our states
(e.g., Michigan., Illinois). Moreover, as to the scope of the: interconnection agreements.
I wonder whether and how your position takes into account Schedule 9.5. Sec.l.t7,
which provides:

"When AT&T orden Network Elements or Combinations that arc
currently intercozmected and functional and remain interconnected to the
same adjacent Network: Elements, sw:h Network: Elements and
CombinatiOn! will remain interconnected and functioD8.l without any
discormcction or disruption of functionality of sucl1 Network Elements.
There shall be nO charge for such interconnection. Coa.scqw:ntly, for
Amcr1lCCh retail Customers who simply wish to sw1(Ch their local
sctvice providen and keep the same type of scvicc provided through the
same equipment.. thi3 method ofordering willlU;COmplish this wi1h no
physical dumKes required in the existing Network Elements. Under
these s;1.n;UmstaIu:cs, it shall not be nC'CC:SSU'Y for AT&T to c:oUoc:atc

ron....o _...,.. _....
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equipment in Ameritech Central Offices to connect the unbundled
Network. Element. If shared Network Elements are used.. Ameritec:h will
be responsible for all engineering, provisioning and maintenance of
these components to ensure they support the agreed-upon grade of
service."

Among the network "combinations" which Ameriteeh agreed to provide pursuant to

Section 9.3.4, of coun.c. is the "Unbundleci Element Platform with Operator Services
and Directory Assistance." We read these sections ofthc inu:n:Onn.c:ctioD agm:mcDt to
provide expressly for AT&Ts version of the lINE Platform. and I am therefore at a
loss 80S to how Ameriteeh can reconcile these: previsions with it5 position that the
AT&T UNE Platform is "outside the ~petl of oW' qrecmmt.

In any event, and without prcjurlicc to our lCiel positions. AT&T is prepared to
pWSut: discussions ofUNE Platform issues - including Amcritech's proposed appro~h
to UNE availability in light ofth.c 8- Cimlit's ruJinj - from aD opcratioaal and
business perspective. In particular, AT&T will need to mow with specificity just how
Ameriteeh proposes to make each UNE availablc to requesting c:arri~ on a scpvatcd
basis in a manner that will allow those requesti.nS camet'! to combine such clements.
B~ Bennett will be taking up thae iss~. consistent with your SUiSe!tion, in
discussions with Ameritech's AT&T w:ounl management team.

William A. Davis, n

cc: Neil Cox. Esq.
Mike Kanan. Esq.

bee: Len Cali
Bruce Bennen
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Bruce C. Ben"en
DIrector 01
:>'OdUCI Dellverv

November 14. .1991

VIA FACSIMILE

Dattiel J. Kocher, Director
Planning and Im"lcmcnl.ltlon
Amcritech
JSO Nonh Orleans. J'. Floor
Chicago, JIIinois 60654

Dc:&r Dan.

---VA,..T
ZStn Floor
<:27 IN Monroe Streel
::hicago.IL 60606·5016
312 230-;);)12
=Al( 312 230.a886

In our November 6, 199'7 meeting we discuucd c:errain apel'tianal issuc.l assaci.~ with Amcritcch' s
proposed mc:thods for making UNEs available to CLECs, auuming the Sa Circuit Calm decision is net
ovcnumcd. Amcritcch's response. in general, was that the CLECc \IIould be required to R:combinc
NetworJ: Elemenu in collocation space purchasc:d on terms and conditions ptrr the lntc~OMcttion

AlJ"Cement. This loner Sets fonn AT&T's und.cr'S1andina of Amc:ritec:h's rcquin:mc:nts based on our
discussions and seck3 your confinTIation of our W\dcntandina. Also, /it.T&T is submining additional
t1ucslioni to be~r Utldcntand Amcritcch's operational JJlans and rec;uircmenu for recombined lINEs.
Amcritcch agm:d to respond [0 in writing to additional qucstions on UNE recombining.

Listcd below are H\c qucslions AT&.T ;ukcd Amcritcch in our meeting and the J\mcritcch responsC1 as we
understand them:

1. Whal are lhe ctcmcnu Amuicceh will offc:r 10 eLECt on aD unbuodlcd basis?

Amcricech will keep the loop &lU:l NID connected and will not provide A loop without a NID. The
elements Ameritcch will m~e available are: loop VIti NID c:ombinac1. locallwite:.hing including
signaling LMCrcT1t in the switch (includinllac:cc:u to u.tabues). U'anI~- bodt dcdle:atCd end
Ameri~h'svCl"Iion or "shared", [andem switching, tandem U'l.ns~rtand OSJDA,

Z. Haw wtll CLEes be required 10 r"oasbtne ltae .t....Du1

Amcnlecft ~uirrs CLEC, (0 combine elcmenu in CQUac:at.ion Ill~. EKh CLEC will rcquin
caUoc:uian SP"C In each ecnmtJ office. incl"ding &andem offices. in order 10 R'COmbinc lINEs. At die
Main Oil1ribution Frame. Amcritcch \lliII"disco""ec\" an ex:iltincloop when .. CLEC l'umi.hca a valid
ClUtDmcr request for service. Amcntech wOLlld csub.ish jum"cn (or both the loo~ and switcn side
conMCtion on Amcritect\'s Main Dimbution Frame ("MDF/. An Amemech-...-avcd dlird "any
vendor ""ould be fCq\liRd to Q&&blish the connection ba'NftT\ the coUocuion "IC and Amcn,"h's
MDF. TIll CLEC will establish itS 0\11I1 MOF in iu caUacman cqe and will bc I'I:lIpOnsiblc far
physically crass~oM=ting loop jumpcn and line portjumpcn on its MDF. AlBC'itech indicated tl\aI
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:I elfC may make all the connections within its cage at One time. Additianally. Ameritec:n indicated
that an Intermediate: Distribution Frame ("IDF") connection between its MOF ana the: callacation cage
may alsp be required in some ccnrral officcs. Amcritech said it would not utilize Acommon frame
outside ofthc: collocation Sf3'lCC 10 (ermin'le mulliple CLEes' Cfon-connects. Moreover. cross­
connection Dt' Amcriteeh switching wuh deditlted traIlspcn trunks would be: pcrtormcQ in the
collol:aled SPlICc under Amcritcc:h's definition of "shan:d" rranspon.

3. Does Amcritcch .Uow CLECs 10 .hue Ille lime inccrarllcc lransport UJcd by Amerill!ch?

'No. A ClEC pW'chasing UNE inlc:roffkc mnspon will be PUrt:hMing dedicated interOffice trun.k.s and
cannot simultane:ously use the lame interoffice tt'lInsport llsed by Ameritcch.

4. Can CLECS purcha.c Ameritcch's "shared" (Mln.pan In quantilicssmaUer Ihan a full trunk
iroUp?

The lowes[ quantity currently negoliated and p~c:(ically implemented for intcn:oMecticn is the OS I
level. Upon requesl. Amc:ritccn will split the "shared" rranspon bill for I OS I amDng ~huing CLED.

s. How does Aroeritech completc a line luignmcnt (or U, cl.iulnl cuuomefl?

A physical disconnection and rc:connc:ction otten is not ncc~1U)'when an cxiStini loop is assigned to
iU'I Amcrirech customer: rllther. Amcritech is able (0 accomplish this wk via an electronic (keyboard)
inpul.

6. Doa a CLEC b.~e to purcha.e sllbaling leparate (rom ''''lleolni1

'No. On Ute line side. the line card has iilP1aling lU an embc:dcicd funaion. On the t:rU:Uc side. 8 CLEC
C6l1 purchase either MF or 55, tnlnks. The basic signaling c:.apability is inherent in the switch;
5ilJlali:li is not ordcred separately if switchina is ordcmsd. Thu baic ,igAaling capability includes
access to the Ameritech databuc3 (i.e. 800/888,9\ \. L1DB. etc. duabues). A CLEC purchuing
switchi:lg and SS7 tNnIo docs not have to pun:huc separatc u:cqs to Ameritech's sian.ling netWorK
and Rstociated databccs. Signaling includes both TCAP lU'ld ISUP sil11a1ing.

'7. Wtten will Ameriteth.', llnCluftdled clCmeftLS ordering luidc be updated to reelect the 8'· circuit
court rulln,,?

Amcrilcch premised to llAmish a date for updAting Its llnbundlcd ordering &uidc. (AT&T posed this
qUC'ltion fO our Amcritcth Account Manaacr on I0f23f97 and is still waiting for an answer. Arneri[cch
hu a meSlqe on iu WEB sile indicating thaI tile unbundlcd.crdaing luide will be Updated fO retlect
rna 8111 Circuit COWl ruling).

8. Will Amcrit"b allow CLEC, (0 rC1:omblnc UNEs without collOQcjon7 Is Alllc';lec:h combIning
c:Icrncnu locia,. vi•• remote lermillal?

Ammtcch requlrn ccllQ~tion for CLEC rccombinina of UNEs. For the vast majority of Amcril~h's
0""" C&lltomeni. service is previsianed via a sofNtan update using a remo&e &ermin.l. Ammtcc:h
mues a !,h)'tical connection to provide service only for new lina (0.1. sccgnd lines).

9. An than ..,. ~ls.t CLECI cao haye cUnrct acecu co Ih. Al'Dentce" MDF'! Is Ihen: lorrw.n to
reeombiD- without a ph)'lic:al recoeftealoa1

Americcch docs not anticipate providini CLECs c1~ "t;CSS to Ammtcch CCluipmcnt. Ameritcd\ hu
nat liven any thou!ht to I softwve- bu.ed method of reeombiltina Icpvat.e clements.
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10. What happen. if Ameriu~ch docs not have sufficient room to QccommOQDle coUocuion in a
specinc centr.1 office'!

UndertheSe circumstam:es. Amentcch would allow virtual callocllllan. ana .....ould reqL.ll~ Amemech
escort of the CLEC technician to perform work on the \/irtuallY collocateci eC!uipmenl,

11. Can CLECs pre-wire in II collQclllion space'?

Amcritcch will not prohibit a CLEC from prcwiring in its collocated space. A ClEC t:l.n also prewire
all of its tic lincs 10 and from the MDF (or IDF whcn: one exisu) at one time.

12. HoW' will Amerited'l ensure eoordiUlion o( [he loop and line pon conncctionl for coch CLEC
tUltomer Ic'rvice ordcr'?

The CLEC would have to specify the physical appeannces of the loop and switch line port On the
individual orders: Amenu:ch has proccsse$ in place to coordinate thc $cparatc orders r~uired for the
loop and the line pen on the switch.

IJ. How many loop and line pon jumper connections could" mcritcch c:omplelc in a ,ingle dB~?

Ameritcch indic:ated !here is a physiCAl limit to thc number 01 convcnions ....hich c:an be donc in any
given day because of the manual effort inyolved. but WlU not able to quantify this limit, To date.
Amc:ritech has not completcd any ~rudic:s or giVen any thollght to what the muimum nl.lmbcf' of daily
connections would be.

14. Assume I CLEC incends (0 purchase col/acadon Ipace lolely (ar purpau::s of rllcomblnJng the
nece...,y UNEs InfO fhe pl.Horm combination. rathr chaa punhuial callocalion 'pace for
pravjdlni r.ciUtlcs-DI.td aerrice. and trlcn(orw will not nnd 'pICC (or equipment .ueh •• /iiM
iuide equipQ1ent: under lhue circumuanca ....111 AlI1critech Illow the CLEC 10 purchase
collendon apace In incrcmenu leu thac 100 Iquare (ecl1

Yel. Ameritec:n wlll reconsider minimum UNE collocation 'pace requircmcn15. and will provide
A T&.T with II response on Ihi5 question.

1.5. Collontion fC'luircmcl'lu wlllincrea.c Ihe loap lengch. Ir lhis addltionallenllh nccessitat~ laop
conditioning, who is f'esponSlble for per(orminlillhe conditioning - .~lI1eritcc:h Dr the CLEC:O

The CLEC is responsible.

16. Will Ameritech pro~ide CLECs acceu fo Its efliiDeerinl rcc:ordl, since tile record. nced (0 be
upGaccd to rcOccI (he new loop Icn~th to ensurc MLT cl:uin& works properly7

As necessary. aCCCS$ to records WIll be provided, Amaitct:h said it \IIould inveltiaate: hillT impacts of
its collocation pro~os.1 and will prevlde AT&T An answer,

17. How do.. [II.iaC~D'Dc:eof the rccomblned uabundWd clcments 'Work'?

Ameritcch has res"ons.bility (or tkc actual maintenance of the clements &lid the CLEC hu
rcslWn$ibUitY for "roperl~ combining the clements, The ClEC mUlt idcntif'!o' and I~donalizcche
maintcnanCG ~roblcm, The: CLEC mU.lit nOli/)' Amcritcch which elcments are nat wor*:inC properly
and Ameriteeh wdl inilialc ,ornctlve llction. Ammlcch will provide cues Access to the neccsaaty
rnairucnance tooi' IIl1d di&inosm;s.
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Listed below arc: additional questions relalcd lO Amenrcc;h's requirementS fer CLECs to recombine
unbundled nctwork clemc:nt.s:

18. Has Ameritech developed methods and proeedUTC5 to describe: how il wi II separate alreadY·combined
clcmc:nu and hpWf CLECs will be required 10 recombine clements? Irnor, when will this be done and
when willlhc M&.P's be available to CLECs?

19. When ass impaas arc anticipated from Ameritccn's rC~Qmb~ingproposals,? ""'tuu ass will
Ameritcch accesS/utilize to separate clements and will CLECs utiliztl fO re~mbine clements? How
will Ameritcc.h provide CLECs accCS3 to these OSS7

20. What impac:t docs Amer1rech's recombining propolal haye on enginee:ri.ns and inventory reeona?
What r=cani.s will Ameritech acceSoS or modify to Iepan1C alns&dy cOMccud .Iementa? WRat rc~rd.s
will need to be acceSJeci andlor updated for a CLEC to c:omplcEe recombination of UNE.s? Wl\at i$
Amcrit~h'J plan to accurlUly maunain such rc=rds1 How will.multiple CLECs u.sing ~combj"c:d

UNEJ be given access to Ammtcc:h', engincerirt; ud inventory TCl:ords?

:z 1. HAll Ameritcc:h inveltii8teci Ally alternativc! to collocation for the ru.ambi.nation of netWork: elcmcnu
(for eXlUTlplc, "rovidins CLECs direct acceu to Ameritcch '$ network cquipment for physical
recombining or tagical sc~aration end recQmbinin~)? TflO. what arc Amuitcch' s reasons for nOI

m~ini these alternatives available to CLEes? If haL when will thi! investigatip" bc done?

22. Will Amcritcch have any rcsc;ctions on the number of recombined UNE cu.ttbmcn which may bc
convcncO to CLEC:; on II daily bllSis?

23. How quickly can Ameritccn innall collocation caKC'S in aJl afrhe Amuitedl Mic.hiK8Jl ccnmsl offic=?

24. What is the availability of collocated 11'IU;c in each Ame:mach cenenl offia:? Plc:ue d~eribc any
IImitatioIU which may clli.!ll.

25. Asswning a CLEC has prewlfcd loop and ......itch con.aeaions in iu collocation space fO block, on
Amcriu:ch MDF and/or IOF ~es. wnlU is the: e:qllletcd c1uralion of cu.stomer down time: for
conversion of an existing Ameritcch clUlomcr to a UNE CLEC cu.Jtome:r':'

~6. How dOCJ Amcr1tech propose 10 remedy the provisioning/service paritY isaucs auoci.u:d with Its
collocation proposal e.g .. (I) electnmi, f)rovilionini vs manual provisianini: (2) additional loop
lengths; (3) additional ~os.siblc: pOInts of failure?

Thank you for yOW' c;oopention on this maa.cr. If you have any qUl:Iltions I can btl reached at (J 12) 230­
JJ12.

Sincerely,

~a:.-~c.-)
BNC~ SeMen

BSlcv



November 18. 1997

Bonnie Hemphill
General Manager - .-\T&T CLEC Sales
Ameritech Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans. Floor 3
Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear Bonnie:

;A1QT
.l.T&T C,::::::ate CO~lllr

:217 Wesl :.~:;,roe

Ch,colIQo....":l15 60606

As mentioned in my last correspondence 10 you the AT&T Collocation team would meet
to discuss and develop a collocation forec:ast for Ameritech. At that meeting, several
observations were noted which impact the coordination and deve!opment of the forecast
data which we arc: to provide to Ameritech. In light of Ameritech's position regarding
the 8th Circuit decision on the method of combining network elements, and its insistence
upon combining network elements through collocation, the team needs to reconsider the
impact on our collocation requirements in Ameritech end offices. Our CUITent collocation
data and analysis must now be re-evaluated to dctennine how to factor in this criterion.
Consequently, in order to provide you with an useful forecast, I have requested that the

.AT&T Collocation team reassess our current forecast data and make the appropriate
modifications.

The reassessment and a.na.iysis of these revisions would ultimately impact the initial
timeframes reflected in Section 6.2.5 (Collocation Planning) of the Implementation Plan.
AT&T proposes to provide Amc:ritech with a two-year roUing revised annually forecast
starting on January 10 1998 for the Termination Points. Existing Spa.ce, Future LSD's in
Existing Market and Future LSD's. We would also submit on a two-year rolling re\'ised
Quarterly fo~ca.st for Power starring on January 20, April, July, and October
respectively. The team has developed forecast templates in which to provide this
information to Ameritech (Attachments 1-4). A two-year forecast that does not account
for the latest information. in this case consideration of Arneritech' s position on the 8th
Circuit decision. does not provide it's intended value. Given the dynamic nature of this
business it also seems appropriate to consider a six month true up option in the two-year
forecast. As of this time however, I can inform you that AT&T has no plans for
collocation in Wisconsin or Indiana for 1998. Should that plan change due: to our
business needs, I \~;11 notify you in a timely fashion so as to provide you with adequate
time to respond to the requirements.



Your feedback on this pr0l'osal is necessary for our team to move forward.
If you have any questions or need further clarification regarding the aforementioned I
can be contaCted at 312-230-2450.

Antoinette Thomas

Copy to:
Steve Hunsberger
Rhonda Johnson
Dan Noorani
Rob Polete
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Bruce C. e.,,"_"
Dirsc[or 01

Product Delivery

December 16. 1997

VIA FACSIMILE AND US MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
Planning and Implementation
Ameritcch
350 North Orleans, J rd Fluor
Chicago. Illinois 60654

Dear Dan.

':~tn Floor
727 W. Monroe Slreet
Chicago,lL SOS0f5-501B
312 230·3312
FAX 312 23CH3886

[ am following up on the slarus of a response 10 my November 14, 1997 letter (attached) I sent
you following our November 6, 1997 meeting. Included in the letter is a series of questions we:
asked Ameritech at the meeting and AT&T's understanding of Ameritech's responses. We also
included Guestions related 10 Ameritech's requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled
network clements which were nOl specifically addressed 8t the meeting. It has been oller a month
since r sem you the lener which Ameritc:ch agreed to respond to in writing, and I have nol
received a response. We would really appreciate Ameritc:ch's answers to these questions as
quickly as possible.

If you should have any question!': or would like 10 discuss anything J can be reached at (3 12) 230­
JJ 12. Thank you in advance for your cooperation on this matter.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennen

BBlev

AttAchment

cc: Bonnie Hemphill
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BNGe C. aennen
Direclor 01
ProdUCl Dehvery

January 28. 1998

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
Planning end ImpiemenlJ1IOn
Ameritcch
]50 North Orleans. Jrd Floor
Chicago, IlIinoi$ 60654

e ATlaT
2511'1 Floor
227 IN Monroe Strllel
Chicago. IL 60608·5016
312 230·3312
FA~ 312 2JChB88e

I am following up on the: SliltuS of a response to my December 16, 1997 and November 14. 1997
leners regarding Amerilcch' 5 requirements far CLECs to recombine unbundled network
elements. We have not ~'cl received the response you agreed to provide and therefore can only
assume that we htlve corrcctly charactcrized Ameritecn 's position on re:t:ombination in thc
November 14. 1997 lener.

If Amerilech's p~sition on these issues has changed we would grelltly appreciate a response [Q

our letter.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennen

BB/ev

cc: Bonnie HcmphiH
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ao..i. Hampbill
c......t M...... - A.T&T

Febr\qry 10. 1998

Mr. BNcc Bc:mu::n
Dira::tDr of Praduct Delivery
AT&T .-
2Z7 w. MOIU"CW::, 2,S'& Floor
Chi~.Dliucm 60606

This r=poru:i.s to your letter ofNovanOa" 14, \997 to Om Kodter IlDd~wmt
QlOincspcmdcno: c:aDCCming the NCMlmbcr 6. 1997 mc:diDa when Dc1. Mike Kanan aDd I wae
invited to~ --.im Maw1:c:D Gc:nOQ. Bob Shc:ny, Bob FaJgmc aDd yourself ClOOI:t::u:uq
AT.t:I'5 &biJi~Co CIDID.bin~ a~ eicmcm.s pumaml tQ~ EBbJh CiraAt Caun'J Ming.
Tb.u mc:criag wzs bdd as a follo....-up to John L.c:nahm', ()d~t \7, 19971CftCl'.

Ac aw W- bcur tu~a. - d.aaibeci in~ b.aw Amci~ tDday JX'D¥idcs aca:::u '0

N:l'\'IfOriI: dc:mcm::o and how AT&.T coWd. {f it cnQlllD 10 do ea., \MoO 'thClloC _isrias Ill'nDg'CmdlU to

cambi= thole DCll'WaR demcnI5 witl'llu awn facl.Utics or with DlbIr DiItWOik clCIIQ.CrI1S prov;cia.i
by Amc:ri'Led1 to~de tdccalmDlmicmans scn-;ca. While our c1lIausian cI.ca!, wim da&ils.,
the subjc:a~ i'Detf was nCl{ acw to my of us. 1'hc mlllU1a in which Amc::rita::h pt"Cft'1Gc:s
~ to chesc nerwon clcmc:ms b.&$ been c:xn::mivdy doc:umc:nted at Amcritec:b's web si~ in
our 1aIcR:annaaiQl1 Agramu:nt Gld iu~lm~lc:mcm.ltionPlan. and In the UtOU5ands of
pql!:S filed wi1:h Ameriu:ch's t\II'O 271 appliCltiCIQ.S.

1. AlDa'itccb has prtlvidcd DIhcr CI..£C. with Il;.ClCSlIO IQY ofthgy:ynds QfUDbuDdlod
10GpB which tyYC bcc'I S' ''U'sN1Jy ~a.c:dwi1bin U1aIe c:mie:rs' nswCA'4:s "' lCI"fe

&ae'i:r cusromen. Procedun::s tine bam CI'Ablishcd to QOUCdinac tb£ cli..Ic:onDeaian of
Ama'iu:::c:h',~ .scrvie;.tl with the ;n$tlllaiao ofa CLEC'$ $C'Nicr; to minimize my
CIlIrI:Jmc:r incanwmcnce durin, the Q"IZW\iw.

2. Amlftc..:.h docs no< dic:QIIC to A.T&T baw t1CtWaQ. elC=CDlba npurt:;hua sbwld be
CIIIJIbined 0t1 sncn.l QQ:IISiaas Om~ CCillc:acd mi""........,' nadc by the
AT&.T lepte:w::rutiwes tbc Amc:riu:cb wu "n:::qui.riftS" AT.T to JCform c:aum
f\D:QON in combinmt as-ad; el.CD.mts..

J. Ahbough it i, O~CNS t.ba1 &::anlbizUzsa lle:rwa:rk dc:mCII'US as tAcy C'C e:um:mly provided
c:&1 be~Iisbcd ic cmllocc:icm IJ*Z. Amcrir.a::n is opea to nqrar.iac C"y adla



· .

tedm.iQ)ly fasible alterrWive the AT&T~ &0 propose. AT&T indicated uw. il
'iIOU1d _ meking such a prgpau1lhan!y.

Uafortwum::l)', allbouab the mcc:ring wu c:szablishcd to cx.cbup our cespoc:tivc views oftb~
court'. decision. cmcc d:le m=nS~ you ~dcd liulo c:qrillWtion of AT&T's position on
dtc i.smc. You SI.IIt:d thm you 1IIc:rc nat allthDrU:I:d to diaaaII ATAT's ¥teas IlIh1r tiDIc.
sCMni times duriag au:~g. yeN eft" CIne of~ ather AT&T~"CS iDdie::az.t tbzt
AT"T was ~81Jtcmc::iYCl ananaanenu tlfhicb it int."ded to forrul]y propose to

AmeriU:th. As &be meetina adjourncr!. it was AlDc:riudl's U&W:iemecwliDI mat ATtkT woulc! be
....kins tJ:Lg., pt~ll in the nc:ar f\znzn:. 11 wa to the- fanJ:acocDi:q proposalJ dLc Ameriul:h
agl'DCd 10 n:spaad.. Ncm1y thn:Jc ",anIhs b.&VCI pusad am. tba Qlc:diDc. To due. Amc:rila:h bas
nocl'C'ClCived my~s&am AT&T cvc:n tbou.Ib the £iBbth Circuit'. onk:r was c:lcelhallhc
respansibilitY'.co combine nctWorir:: eJomaftS n:su;.td1 ATckT, lUX Amcritceta.

W"nb regcU to die November 14· c:um:spao.dc:ac I must lIdizUI m.r d:lcK WIlS acme puzzicmcm
Gel our p:In ...ncn~ nlCI:'ived ywr dnnJZacat whim~~ QUIt "Tet.T QtU~8 10

open nqaialiClrlJ CIII:l an aJu:mmve prapo:saJ to me a.i.stiDC c:.aUacuiaa IZftDIQUCDtS. Our
arigUal inU'ntiao was to n::spond when AT&T sharad ita~ wi1b u.s. Hgwew:r.l think it u
na- obvious Uu:s: your ptVpDAl is del~ "Iau may refer Co tbc Cbn:e poiDU .isu:d abo¥e as an
~ sum.mary of Ame'itecb's positioa m4 Ameriu:l:h's willinpes' mdllbility to pn:rvidc
-=ccu to~ c1CDClU ao WI they CUI be comblac::d by AT4:T(with d_Lt pmvidcd in she
c::dX:DSiva docum""T3Tion mcntioacd earlier).

I abo boUeve thal AT&T's pcniti.cm com·iged in its flJftlC:UZ lca.n ofNovember 18, 1997 md
~bcr J8. 1997~dism~ SiDcc AT&T has~y retb:tcd II) aa:z:pt bach &he
UNE plii1iinii mil~~ dafiait1Q1\1 caa1aiDa1 ill our lzdar,."wa"rioo~ Of" 1M
Eipm C!rcW\'s NliDp. thcoj QOwci bave no impaa em AT&T~ abW1y to fulfill its~
obligaiaas far fcnc:llSl:.!. In any cue.. aiDa: you DOW haw our itipOllM !bin sb.aWd be be)

Nrtbc:r &mpcdimcm to yOW" fora::asUng pn:x:z:u..

1&1$0 natetNX AT&T has publicly mIUUll:Cld ~em·ofit:lcaaJc dforu~
subuanr:i&l order vohmLc:l Qmtin\IC tb.roucb o.n- ICYicc~. t.m cuncnu as to ..aatu:r UUIl
1I1ftOUII,lZme:m. aJClDI with ~e Eiabm Cirarit's Nlil\i. will~t in a duID.gDd pasirion w;s.....vis
the UNE p1J:tfonn. whim for aJ I lntan: II'l.d J"IIlIO'C'! '\11115 nath:iq tnaR: WID. ftIIiiLla c TEUUC
rc:s. [f you baWl cay infonn..uan wRh T'Cprd 10 thls siDAAtian me you would be "';Uina to

shan:. Amcind1 would appreciate it.

BNal.. to the CXUDt you with to a:u.cr nno auIIIIliDgfW diaJO!'8' au your aa:wark e11111le:at

c:amIriA&ciCID alternm:i..,c:s. your 8CCDUZIt n:am c Amerita:h, stmdIlCIdy 10 de 10. What you
obaIiD sho &&UhorizI:tign Ie c1i5QG:5lhcsc itJ:::ms., plOlllc fccl &IlC to fa",. my proprwab you wish
~ to c:aa:hd.c::r.



Bruce C. aennett
Director 01
Product Delivery

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Bonnie Hemphill
General Manager
Ameritech Information Industry Services
J50 North OriclUls
Floor 3
Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Bonnie:

February27,1998

25tl'l Floor
227 IN. Momoe Slreel
Chicago. IL 60600-50 16
312 230-3312
FAX 3' 2 230-8886

I am in rcceipt of your February 10, 1998 letter replying to my letter of November 14,
1997. Your letter fails to respond to AT& Ts requests - contained in my initial letter and
reiterated in follow-up correspondence on December 16, 1997 and lan~ary 28, 1998 that
Ameritec:h clarify and confirm its position on the manner in which it proposes to make available
unbundled UNEs to CLECs. including an explanation of how Ameritech combines lINEs for its
own use and how Ameritech will separate ONEs that are currently combined. The information
we requested is essential for AT&T to evaluate whether your current collocation-based offering is
a reasonable means to combine Ameritech UNEs (loops and switches), as well as to assess
possible altematives.

Your lettcr attempts to suggcst that Ameritech has not responded to my November 14,
1997 letter because it has been .....aiting for an AT&T proposal. What we agreed to at our
November 6, 1997 meeting, however. was that AT&T would summanz.e in writing what it
understood Ameritech's position to be on those questions, and that Amcritcch would respond in
writing. and that was not lied to any AT&T alternative proposal. 1f, as you contend, you wen:::
"puzzled" by my November 14<1\ letter, p~sumably you n:::mained puzzled by my subsequent
requests for the infonnation, and yet you never called and nevcr responded. If Ameritech had a
diffe~nt understanding, in other words, it Wll.5 incumbent on Ameritech to respond in some
fashion rather than simply n:main silent for three months.

Your latest letter, moreover, is not responsive. We fully understand that Ameritech has
provided CLECs ""ith their own switches access to your unbundled loops by using collocation to
connect to their nc'tWorlcs. AT&T's questions wen::: posed to gain an undel'SWlding ofwhcther
Ameritech's collocation product, designed for connecting UNEs in an environment for CLEC
switch providers to access unbundled loops in your network. is reasonable when Ameritech
provides both the loops and the switch. As we discusscd in our meeting. it is AT&::Ts view that



Bonnie Hemphill
February 27. 1998
Page 2

collocation as a method to connect an ILEC's own switches with its own unbundled loops serves
no valid commercial purpose, but additional infonnation, which only Ameritech holds, is needed
to more fully evaluate this issue. The "three points" and the "extensive documentation" which
you outline in your letter thus fail to address the questions posed in my letter.

Further. your statement that I or anyone else from AT&T said we were not authorized to
discuss AT&Ts views is just plain wrong. We came to the meeting seeking clarification and
detail around Ameritech's position, as indicated above. It is, after all. up 10 Ameritech to state
how it proposes to make unbundled UNEs available to CLECs based upon the 8th Circuit's
decision, before CLECs can determine how they might be combined. Additionally, however, we
discussed preliminarily AT&1'5 proposal to utilize the "recent change process" to separate and
reconnect Ameritech's unbundled loops and ports, although of course not in the level of detail thAt
would be necessary to work through those issues. As indicated below, we a.rc prepllJ'ed to pursue
those discussions.

Frankly, Bonnie, thinking back on this Ameritech's insistence upon attorney involvement
in what should be business meetings, prior even to exploring the technical and operational issues.
appellJ's to be a big part of the problem. In an effort to proceed on a business to business level, I
would suggest the following. Finit, 1would appreciate a response to OUT questions included in my
February 10, 1997 lener. Set:ond, I propose we schedule 8 meeting to discussAT&1's "recent
change proposal" in greater detail, approximately a week subsequent to Ameritcch's response to
our questions. The meeting would be held without l!lttomc:ys present. As indicated in Bill Davis's
letter to John Lenahan on October 23, 1997 AT&T is prepared to pUniue these discussions,
without prejudice to either party's legal position, from an operational and business penipecti'Ve.
You are exactly right when you say these issues should be worked through the account team.

Your prompt WTitten reply would be appreciated. Please call if you would like to discuss
any aspect of this matter in greater detail.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennett

BB/ev
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VIA FAX: (311) Z3G-8834 4& FIRST CL~S.s MAlL

Vice rn~Qcnt • Ceatta! Statci Loc;al Scrvi~ OtgiJl;zation
AT&T
221 West Monroe Street. 13111 Floor
Chicago. Ulinci:l 60606

Dear Sir or Maa:1am:

I am writing pursuant to S~ticn29.3 "ftheInte..~nAgrccmmcs under Sections 251 and
252 of the Telceommunications Act of 1996 by and bot\olt'een Ameritec:h &Qd AT&.T (individually um
coIlec"tively. the "A~c:n{') to roqui:c ~Cl8()tiuion Clf~wrtain proviaions of the Agreement ir..liiht of
the final and nonappealable deciS10n of the United States Court of Appcala for the Eighth Circu:t ina~
Utilities BOard v. F.C.S;.• 120 F.3d 753, (8'" Cit. 1997), whith dCClsion va.c.ated ccnain l"Ulcs contajn~;' in
Pm 51 ofTitle 47 of the Code ofF~c:n1Regulations (such vacated ru= rde:rred to herein 33 t~..e

41ae:.a.u:d Rules').

As you know, the Vacated Rules were in dfC:et when the Agreement was ncgotia1cd. arbitro1 rl,
signed. and approved.. Consistent with Section 29.3. the Elihth Circuit's final and n.omq~pcaJablc

rl"~ision va~ting the Vacate4 Rules gives rise to an "Amendment to the Ae:t" (a$ defined in Scr;;t1O'1 :;9.3
he AgreetlJetlt) and AInc:riLech therefore dem.:mds rctl~gotiation of the provisions in the Agreement

tnat wae affected by such AmcruimC'lt to the Act.

in keeping with the good faith l:U!lJ.ircmcnl of Section Z93, Ameritl::ch requests that AT&T
ic:nrify a point of conuct to negotiate th.e ~end:mCIlL Accordingly. pleue identify to mc in wtitngby
no later than March 23. 1998, AT&T'~ paint of contact and I will have the applicable Ameritech ",,:.
nczotiauon team contaCt that individual. ' •

(f you have my qu~tions.plQ~ call me at (312) 335·6531,

Sincaeiy.

c;::: BonnieH~
AT&.T Vice President· Law & Government Affairs
\IlA FAX: (312) 230·8835
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Philip S. Abraharna
Senlor Attorney

. March23, 1998

.Via Fax and U.S. Mail

Mr. Michael J.~n
Vice President & General Counsel
Ameriteeh lnfonnarion Industry Services
350 North Orleans
Floor 5
Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Mike:

13th Roor
221 West Monroe Sueet
C~.Wincis 60606
312230-2645

"\:! ':

'.~.'

This is in response to Ted Edwards I March 16, 1998 letter proposing that our
o companies renegotiate certain provisions of the Interconnection Agreement in Eght of

the "final and nonappealable" decision of the United States COUIt ofAppea1s for the
Eighth Circuit.

Since Ted's letter is not ~licit, please submit to me, in writing, the specific
provisions ofthe Interconnection Agreement that you wish to renegotiate and indicate
the basis for thaI request (i.e., please cross-reference those provisions to the "fir.;"~l. and
nonappealable" portions ofth.e Eighth Circuit's decision). Upon receipt, AT&1.~
both determine if our companies are in agreement with the status of the pornC'::,(s)' of'
the ordain question and how to move forward un.dcr Section 29.3 of the ..
.lnterconnection Agreement.

Sincerely,

Philip S. Abrahams

cc: Ted Edwards - Ameriteeh
Jane Medlin
Bill West



NOTEBAERT SAYS AMERITECH CAN'T FOLLOW FCC SEC. 271 'ROAD MAP'

CHICAGO -- Although Arneritech initially was enthusiastic about FCC development of "road map"
for RHCs to use in meeting requirements for long distance entry, company has found after further study

that it's "impossible" to follow those dir~ctions,Ame:itec~Chn;n. Richard Notebaert told. re~orters ~u::Js,

in news conference here. He said Amentech has decided It can t file any more entry applicatIOns until It
determines whether new FCC members will have different interpretation of Telecom Act checklist
requirements. He gave keynote speech at USTA convention here earlier in day.

Road map is nickname for guidance included in FCC order in Aug. denying Ameritech's Sec. 271
request to offer long distance in Mich. In that order, Commission outlined what RHC needed to do to
win approval of application. Ameritech last summer hailed that action as victory for RHCs because FCC
never before had issued directions to meet checklist.

However, on clo.ser study company discovered it would have to spend at least $200 million and more
than year's work to meet some requirements involving billing, operational support systems and
certain technical details of interconnection, Notebaert said. He said guidelines would require changes in
billing system - for example, to accept 6 entries instead of2 -- and information that isn't even available
now. He said company is waiting to see whether FCC will clarify problem when it rules on BellSouth's
Sec. 271 petition in Dec. Ameritech officials said they have held many meetings with FCC staff in effort
to resolve problem but haven't received any assurance that revisions will be made.

Ameritech also is hesitant to file for Sec. 271 entry until it determines how newly constituted FCC will
interpret recent ruling by 8th U.S. Appeals Court, S1. Louis, on unbundled elements and shared transport,
Notebaert said. He said court's language on rebundling was "very straightforward" but so was its earlier
language on forward-looking pricing that FCC interpreted in way that RHCs found questionable. In
pricing case, FCC had continued to apply forward-looking pricing principles in reviewing Sec. 271
applications, action that RHCs have challenged in court. Because of uncertainty at federal1evel,
Ameritech "isn't pushing very hard" to win state approval for long distance entry, Notebaert said.

In his speech at USTA convention, Notebaert urged telcos to be "imaginative" and "bold" in facing
newly competitive world. Like other speakers' at this year's sessions (see separate story, this issue), his
comments almost took form of pep talk to smaller companies. He said that increased competition in
cellular market helped Ameritech by encouraging it to try harder to meet customers' needs and to offer
digital cellular service quickly. As result, he said, Ameritech has experienced 30% annual growth rate.
By being "bold" and entering cable market when some predicted failure, Ameritech is "winning more
than a third of the cable households where our service is up and running," he said.

Notebaert said that meeting customer needs is best way to compete: "Our future is in the hands of our
customers. Nothing has more bearing on our ability to prosper than to see the world through their eyes."
He said some in audience might point out that they didn't offer cellular or couldn't see getting into cable
since they count customers only "in the thousands." Notebaert warned that "that kind of thinking is the
path to oblivion" and all companies must "unshackle our imaginations and, as we like to say at
Ameritech, look at this business through the windshield rather than the rear-view mirror."

CDviaNewsEDGE

Copyright (c) 1997 Warren Publishing, Inc.
Received by NewsEDGElLAN: 10/28/97 7:54 PM
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BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Review of Ameritech
Ohio's Economic Costs for Interconnection.
Unbundled Network Elements. and Recipro­
cal Compensation for Transport and Terrni­
nation of Local Telecommunications Traffic.

)
)
)
)
)

Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC

I

2

SEc.:OND ENTRY ON REflEARING

The Commission finds:

(1) On June 19. 1997, the Commission issued an Opinion and
Order addressing in detail the total element long run incre­
mental cost (TELRIC) studies submitted by Ameritech Ohio
(Ameritech) in this matter. These TELRIC studies were in­
tended to establish the rates for unbundled network elements
which Ameritech proposes to charge competitors for provi­
sioning unbundled network elements as required by the Tele­
communications Act of 1996 (1996 Act) 1 and this Commis­
sion's local service gUidelines set forth in Case No. 95-845-TP­
COl (845 Guidelines).

(2) On September 18. 1997. the Commission issued an Entry on
Rehearing modifying and clarifying. to the limited extent
addressed therein. the June 19. 1997 Opinion and Order.

(3) On October 20. 1997, applications for rehearing of the Com­
mission's September 18. 1997 Entry on Rehearing were timely
filed by Ameritech, AT&T Communications of Ohio (AT&T).
and MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI)2 pursuant
to Section 4903.10. Revised Code. and Rule 4901-1-35. Ohio
Administrative Code. Memoranda contra the applications for
rehearing were timely filed by Ameritech and jointly by
AT&T and MCI.

(4) In their joint application for rehearing, AT&T and MCI aver
that the Commission erred in its September 18. 1997 Entry on
Rehearing concerning the application of the 20 percent reduc­
tion in shared costs. AT&T and MCI allege that, rather than
adopt their position and reduce the shared cost percentage

Codified as 47 U.S.c. 151 et seq.
Consistent with their earl!er practices in this matter. AT&T and Mel submitted a Joint appllcarion for
rehearing.
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